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Abstract
Although overt racism has diminished, there remain vast racial and ethnic disparities in 
the United States. Many households are isolated from these disparities simply by where they live. 
Contact theory hypothesizes that under certain conditions, individual contact with minorities 
can decrease prejudice. Using a nationally representative sample from the 2000 General Social 
Survey, this paper explores contact, residential segregation, and anti-minority prejudice in 
American households. We employ linear regression techniques to analyze the characteristics of 
White respondents in White households by perception of community composition, region, city size, 
education, and household type, to identify prejudice against minority groups. Results indicate 
strong regional effects, with higher levels of prejudice in the South when compared to other 
regions. Anti-Hispanic prejudice is higher in the Northeast than in the South. Contact theory is 
not supported, except to show that the effect of more contact is greater on anti-Black prejudice in 
the Northeast than in the South. Following prior research, education was associated with lower 
prejudice, and age exhibited a positive relationship with prejudice. We also discuss the general 
implications of our findings.
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INTRODUCTION
The twenty-first century is a time of nearly unprecedented diversity when it comes 
to race and ethnicity in the United States (e.g., Larsen, 2004; McKinnon, 2003; Ramirez 
& de la Cruz, 2002; Reeves & Bennett, 2003). As Jeffrey Dixon (2006) succinctly notes, 
“if the problem of the 20th century was that of the color line, then the problem of the 
21st century is that of increasingly numerous color lines.” As a result, the character and 
quality of interactions among various racial and ethnic groups are of particular interest 
to sociologists. Current demographic trends permit continued development in the area 
of social theory, but perhaps more importantly, there is also the opportunity to peer more 
deeply into important racial/ethnic issues facing us today, like immigration, prejudice, and 
many others. Social science research emphasizes two contrasting theoretical backgrounds 
in analyzing the relationship between racial/ethnic composition and prejudice (Ulrich et 
al., 2006). The first deals with social contact (see Allport, 1954), while the second focuses 
on threat effects (see Blalock, 1957). Previous findings offer evidence both in support and 
in critique of these frameworks (see Dixon, 2006), but more recent analyses (e.g., Crisp & 
Turner, 2009; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008) focus current research efforts more and more upon 
the idea of social contact and its effects upon phenomena like prejudice and racism.
This paper investigates racial- and ethnic-based prejudices in non-Hispanic White 
households, and examines the ways that contact with minorities affects prejudice in the 
United States. Specifically, this research looks to disentangle prejudice against Blacks, 
Hispanics, and Asians from the characteristics of residential segregation. While much 
research focuses on institutional discrimination, and prior research has shown that overt 
racism is in decline, the racial and ethnic disparities existing within the United States 
warrant further exploration ( Johnson & Jacobson, 2005). In addition, the recent election 
of the first African-American president in the U.S. has renewed public interest in race 
and has increased race and ethnic dialog in media outlets. Immediately after the election 
of President Barack Obama, a Gallup poll found that 67% of Americans thought that a 
solution to relations between Blacks and Whites would eventually be worked out. This was 
the highest percentage Gallup has measured on that particular question (Gallup, 2008).   
While that is certainly positive news, we cannot so quickly dismiss the past or disregard 
the current situations of minorities in the U.S. In the 1950s, “White flight” allowed Whites 
to flee urban neighborhoods, leaving behind Blacks who did not have the same opportunities 
or life chances, thus increasing segregation. Trends show that the Black middle-class has 
recently increased in size, and although many of its members remain in the central city, 
some have begun moving into the suburbs. However, this does not necessarily translate into 
equality. Research also indicates that Blacks, even if they are in the middle-class, still tend 
to live in poorer neighborhoods than their White counterparts (Logan, 2002). Hispanic 
populations are rapidly expanding as well, along with Hispanic presence within many 
communities. The Pew Hispanic Center (2009) reports that the Hispanic populations 
of the United States (native- and foreign-born) represent fifty percent of the increase in 
population from 2000 to 2007. Little research has investigated the effects of White non-
Racial/Ethnic Prejudice in the U.S.
Middle Tennessee State University 3
Hispanic and Hispanic prejudice or contact (Weaver, 2007). Asians, on the other hand, are 
considered a ‘model minority’ and experience higher levels of integration within American 
society (Gans, 1999). Is there a basis for anti-minority prejudice in White households, since 
there is such a high level of residential segregation in the United States? And is prejudice 
mediated by the perception of a higher level of minority presence by the respondent within 
his or her community? These are questions of particular interest in this research.
This study evaluates the assumptions and propositions of contact theory by looking 
at selected characteristics of non-Hispanic White households in the United States (e.g., 
region, city size, family income, household type, and perception of community racial/
ethnic composition) to identify relationships between these characteristics and prejudice. 
Anti-Black, anti-Hispanic, and anti-Asian prejudice are analyzed separately for a more 
comprehensive study. This research seeks to uncover the extent to which anti-minority 
prejudice still exists among Whites, and if the perception of community racial/ethnic 
composition affects that prejudice in any observable way. The research conducted here 
is important because we have not yet clarified the causes and correlates of residential 
segregation in U.S. society. Doing so could feasibly inform future economic and social 
policies capable of addressing the causes persistent forms of residential segregation and 
prejudice. 
CONTACT AND RESIDENTIAL SEGREGATION
In considering solutions to racial/ethnic prejudice, Allport (1954) hypothesizes that on 
an individual level, meaningful contact with another individual of a different race or ethnic 
group decreases prejudiced attitudes, further specifying that so-called ‘meaningful contact’ 
exhibits specific characteristics that must exist for the reduction in prejudice to occur. As 
Johnson and Jacobson (2005:388) explain, positive outcomes to social contact occur only 
(1) in cooperative events, (2) among participants of equal status, (3) between those who 
hold common goals, and (4) with those who have supportive authority. Allport’s contact 
hypothesis has since been widely tested and is now recognized as a theory (Pettigrew, 
2008). However, is contact theory based on individuals without prejudice having more 
contact with minority individuals? Pettigrew (2008), in a review of the literature, claims 
that this is not the case. 
As for residential segregation, Allport (1954:263) notes that, “Where segregation 
is the custom, contacts are casual, or else firmly frozen into superordinate-subordinate 
relationships.” This is negative contact, and the vast inequalities that exist as a result of 
dilapidated and segregated minority neighborhoods begin to appear as characteristics of 
that particular race (Allport, 1954). However, while Whites may be highly segregated at 
their residences, it follows that contact will become more and more unavoidable as minority 
populations continue to expand. 
It is easy to point to the Civil Rights Movement or the Fair Housing Act as indications 
of dismantling segregation. However, these very public actions did not solve covert 
discrimination and racism (Massey & Denton, 1993) and residential segregation persists. 
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Recent and previous studies (e.g., Clark & Blue, 2004; Freeman, 2008; Massey & Denton, 
1993) emphasize economic status and interpersonal or institutional discrimination in 
explaining the persistent gap between White and minority neighborhoods. The economic 
explanation is perhaps the most straightforward: Blacks and Whites differ, on average, in 
both income and wealth, with Blacks falling behind some in the former and even more in 
the latter (Oliver & Shapiro, 1997). Whites, it follows, can afford higher quality housing, 
which is coincidentally located in different neighborhoods than housing that is financially 
available to Blacks. According to the spatial assimilation model, this condition should be 
temporary; as racial and ethnic minorities increase their levels of education, occupational 
prestige, and income, integration should follow (Charles, 2003). For example, Asians have 
been better able to assimilate into American society, presumably because of their higher 
education levels (Gans ,1999).
The place stratification model, on the other hand, more fully considers the effects of 
institutional discrimination, emphasizing the “persistence of prejudice and discrimination – 
key aspects of inter-group relations – that act to constrain the residential mobility options 
of disadvantaged groups, including supraindividual, institutional-level forces” (Charles, 
2003:3). In the past, this included ‘redlining’ throughout the United States (Wilson, 
2008), or selecting out primarily Black neighborhoods from any mortgage, regardless 
of the socioeconomic status of the individual or family. Through government programs 
initiated after World War II, Whites were encouraged to move out into the suburbs and 
buy homes, leaving dilapidated urban areas behind (Massey & Denton, 1993). Institutional 
discrimination also affects housing searches, encouraging Blacks to settle or stay in 
predominantly Black neighborhoods even if they could afford to move into the White 
suburbs (Gans, 1991; Lake, 1981; Williams & Williams-Morris, 2000). Indeed, Logan 
(2002) analyzes 2000 decennial census data and uncovers a neighborhood gap between 
Black and Hispanic minorities and Whites. As Whites earn more money, they move to 
neighborhoods that correspond with their income. In 2000, the average White household 
with an income of $60,000 or more lived in a neighborhood where the median income 
was above $64,000. However, the average Black and Hispanic household with an income 
of $60,000 or more lived in neighborhoods where the median income was below $50,000 
(Logan, 2002:4). This same trend follows in the South, with the average White household 
earning $60,000 or more living in a neighborhood where the median income was $52,000 
and the average Black household living in a neighborhood where the median income was 
$41,918. 
Based on these data, Logan (2002:7) concludes that this gap is “not merely a reflection 
of income differences between the races. Comparable Whites and Blacks face a very 
different structure of opportunities about where to live, yielding considerable advantage 
to Whites.” This is not the result of Blacks’ preference to stay in their familiar poor and 
segregated neighborhoods. Like other racial and ethnic groups, African Americans aim 
to pair social and geographic mobility, moving to better neighborhoods as they become 
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financially able, but they are nonetheless more likely to stay in poorer areas (Patillo-McCoy, 
1999:23).
As Quillian (2002) summarizes, income differentials and institutional discrimination 
do not fully account for contemporary levels of segregation in the United States. This 
and other research (e.g., Clark, 1991; Krysan, 2002; Zubrinsky & Bobo, 1996) turns our 
attention to preferences, or the way that personal desires (particularly the desire to live 
near neighbors who are of the same or a different racial and ethnic background) shape 
choices of home and neighborhood. These preferences are measured in diverse ways, 
both directly – asking respondents about their willingness to buy in real or hypothetical 
neighborhoods of varying racial compositions – or indirectly, by modeling moves to and 
from neighborhoods with varied racial compositions, and inferring preferences as motives 
behind these moves. This latter line of inquiry documents actual patterns of White flight, 
linking them with neighborhood composition. For example, Quillian (2002) shows that as 
the number of Blacks in a census tract rises, Whites’ probability of moving to a different 
census tract increases, as does probability of moving to a different type of tract – one with 
fewer Black residents. “Whites move to neighborhoods that are Whiter than their origin 
and are by far most likely to move to the Whitest possible destinations. This is consistent 
with concerted efforts by Whites to avoid Black neighbors” (Quillian, 2002:212). In a 
similar study, Crowder (2000) finds that regardless of other individual- and neighborhood-
level predictors of mobility, Whites living in minority neighborhoods are more likely to 
move out than those in Whiter areas. The availability of White destination tracts has a 
positive and significant effect on Whites’ probability of moving, as does the presence of 
recently constructed housing. Although this research suggests that Blacks prefer to live in 
racially-mixed and upwardly mobile neighborhoods, the racial composition of their current 
neighborhood influences the likelihood of moving and reflects movement toward racial 
homogeneity. In other words, Black residents are most likely to switch census tracts if 
they are in predominantly White areas, often moving to blacker neighborhoods (Quillian, 
2002; Zubrinsky & Bobo, 1996). Since the findings on preference point away from racial 
homogeneity, there are likely other factors preventing racially diverse neighborhoods. 
While these studies focus on mobility patterns, they offer little insight into the perception 
of race itself. Race is not just a factor in the perception of a particular community, it is also a 
factor in Blacks’ and Whites’ awareness that a community exists. Asking about communities 
in several metropolitan areas (of varying social, economic, and racial composition), Krysan 
(2002) found that Blacks consistently classified each community as more desirable than 
did White respondents. However, when Black respondents had information on a possible 
negative racial climate of the area (for example, Whites discriminating or acting out against 
Black neighbors), the desirability changed. Black respondents were also less likely to know 
about neighborhoods that were further away from the core of the metropolitan area than 
Whites, suggesting that “housing searches for Blacks may be biased away from suburban- 
whiter- communities about which they have less knowledge; Whites’ housing searches may 
be biased away from racially mixed communities, in part, for the same reason” (Krysan, 
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2002:526). Furthermore, Blacks may assume that predominantly White areas about which 
they have little other knowledge are more racist, leading them to prefer more mixed 
neighborhoods (Krysan, 2002:537). Whether or not areas have explicitly racist histories 
or local cultures, middle class Blacks often experience both overt and subtle discrimination 
in predominantly White neighborhoods (Feagin, 1991), and some may prefer more mixed 
areas for this reason. Overt discrimination may include such clear discriminatory acts as 
prejudiced comments, while subtle discrimination may include avoidance or exclusion from 
neighborhood activities. 
Given the research on continuing forms of discrimination and residential segregation, 
are Whites’ preferences rooted in racism, or based on the correlations between neighborhood 
racial composition and property values, crime, or school quality? Is the avoidance of Black 
neighbors simply a reflection of the desire to avoid the problems associated with poor 
neighborhoods of color? Emerson, Yancey, and Chai (2001) investigate these factors 
by presenting respondents with a hypothetical ideal house, and controlling for factors 
including school quality, crime, housing values, and racial composition. The first three 
variables were always strong predictors of the willingness to buy the home, but as far as 
racial composition of neighborhood (which was presented as proportionately White and 
one other racial group), only the presence of Black residents impacted the respondents’ 
willingness to buy. The likelihood to purchase declined at all levels of Black population, 
particularly for respondents who had minor children. Race, it seems, does shape housing 
preferences, in both the kinds of preferences held by racially differentiated groups and the 
types of neighborhoods that individuals prefer. This research suggests that Blacks may still 
experience discrimination among those who live in a segregated neighborhood. Within 
suburban neighborhoods, we see trends toward gated communities that separate these 
residents from surrounding areas. These communities cater to families and offer amenities 
geared toward households with children. The areas surrounding these communities have 
also refused public housing, further insulating themselves from urban problems and 
surrounding themselves with wealth and prestige ( Jackson, 2000). On the other hand, 
Carter et al. (2005) found that city residents have more tolerant views toward Blacks than 
non-city residents. When they measured views by region, they also found that Southerners 
were less likely to be tolerant of Blacks. This discrimination could be rooted in prejudice, 
but the current analysis aims to disentangle prejudice from the other previously mentioned 
causes of residential segregation.
RACIAL AND ETHNIC PREJUDICE
This study follows the definition of prejudice provided by Jeffrey Dixon (2006), and 
used in his prejudice index, which includes a combination of the traditional meaning and 
elements dealing with the emergence of laissez-faire racism. “Prejudice has traditionally been 
defined as ‘an antipathy based upon a faulty and inflexible generalization.’” It has also come 
to include the feelings that “a minority group is inferior, different, alien and threatening to 
one’s own racial/ethnic group” (Dixon, 2006:2180). However, research indicates that overt 
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racism (called Jim Crow racism, based on the post-Civil War South) has declined because 
it goes against American values (Bobo, Kleugal & Smith, 1997). Rather, a new racism, 
termed ‘laissez faire,’ has emerged. Bobo et al. (1997) distinguish this racism from other 
types in that it removes social responsibility from the continued economic disadvantages 
for Blacks, including residential segregation. “In short, a large number of White Americans 
have become comfortable with as much racial inequality and segregation as a putatively 
nondiscriminatory polity and free market economy can produce: hence the reproduction 
and, on some dimensions, worsening of racial inequalities” (Bobo et al., 1997:41). 
Laissez-faire racism lends itself well to the prejudice index, as it measures attitudes 
toward qualities Whites might believe Blacks or other minority groups to possess as 
the reasoning behind their lack of economic mobility (e.g., laziness). While residential 
segregation is primarily focused on the White/Black dichotomy, other research suggests that 
Whites flee neighborhoods when any minority group representation increases (Crowder, 
2000:226). Gans (1999) presents the possibility of a new racial hierarchy, which adds a 
third category that does not fit into the Black/non-Black dichotomy that exists today. One 
of the first minority groups who seemingly have been able to assimilate into the non-Black 
dichotomy includes part of the Asian and Asian-American population. Gans (1999:267) 
terms this group the “model minority,” as they have been able to “eradicate many of the 
boundaries between it and Whites.” It remains to be seen what will occur with the Hispanic 
population, as some groups within the Hispanic ethnicity are able to ‘pass’ as non-Black, 
while others have darker skin color that could be labeled as Black. Hence, there is a need to 
include Asian and Hispanic prejudice in the current study. 
Prior research on prejudice suggests that while Whites may not have completely negative 
attitudes toward Blacks, it does not follow that they necessarily have positive attitudes 
(Federico, 2006:345). For example, a White person may not be completely prejudiced 
against a Black person, or hold entirely prejudiced attitudes towards Black people, but that 
does not mean that no prejudice exists. Therefore, questions that ask respondents to make 
a choice strictly between positive and negative prejudice may be missing a chance to delve 
deeper into the issue.  Conversely, this research relies on a scale, which takes this point 
into consideration. Another previous study (Carter et al., 2005) indicates that two types of 
modules are needed to fully test for prejudice. The first should contain questions based on 
principles which literally assess a person’s principles or beliefs regarding race and equality. 
The second module should contain questions on implementation, which typically involve 
feelings on government interaction with minority groups. This includes questions regarding 
support for affirmative action or enforcement of equal opportunity housing laws. Our study 
contains questions regarding principle, since implementation questions were not asked on 
this particular topic in the 2000 General Social Survey. 
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DATA AND METHODS
The data for this study comes from the 2000 National Opinion Research Center’s 
General Social Survey (GSS). GSS samples are nationally representative of English-
speaking persons eighteen years of age or over living in non-institutional households in the 
United States (see Davis & Smith, 1992). Respondents for the 2000 survey were chosen 
using probability sampling, and the survey was administered to 2,817 respondents. Only 
a portion of the questions used to create the prejudice index were asked of a subset of the 
full sample, so we removed all cases that were not asked each question, as well as those not 
asked about prejudice. We then selected White respondents from White households and 
adjusted our sample for missing cases. This left a total of 789 cases analyzed for anti-Black 
prejudice, 774 cases for anti-Hispanic prejudice, and 770 cases for anti-Asian prejudice. 
Hypotheses
Previous research (e.g., Clark, 1991; Krysan, 2002; Zubrinsky & Bobo, 1996) into 
the White flight phenomenon explores residential preferences and current and/or previous 
neighborhood racial composition, but has failed to look at the characteristics of households 
and their relationship to racial and ethnic group prejudice. This analysis investigates the 
relationship between characteristics of non-Asian and non-Hispanic Whites in White 
households and perceptions of racial/ethnic community composition with racial and ethnic 
group-based prejudices, and what role contact plays. The characteristics measured here 
include: 1) region, 2) household type, 3) city size, 4) education of the respondent and 5) 
family income of the respondent, and we specifically examine White respondents’ anti-
Black, anti-Hispanic, and anti-Asian prejudice. 
We first hypothesize that White respondents in Southern White households have 
higher levels of anti-Black, anti-Hispanic, and anti-Asian prejudice than households in 
the Northeast, Midwest, and West. This is based on previous research (e.g., Crowder, 2000) 
indicating that White flight occurs more prominently in the South. It also follows evidence 
of historical racism in this region, and Carter et al.’s (2005) findings of more racist attitudes 
among southerners. 
H1:  White respondents in White households in the South will have higher 
levels of anti-Black, anti-Hispanic, and anti-Asian prejudice, compared 
to households in other regions.
Following the propositions of contact theory (Allport, 1954), we next hypothesize 
that lower levels of racial/ethnic presence within the community are associated with higher 
levels of racial/ethnic prejudice net of all household characteristics. 
H2:  As perceived levels of racial/ethnic presence increase, anti-Black, anti-
Hispanic, and anti-Asian prejudice will decrease.  
Due to the importance of the variable used to test contact theory and the preliminary 
results showing highly significant results by region, we also test for interaction effects. Since 
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contact theory is grounded in place, we examine interaction between variables representing 
place (i.e., region) and community composition. We hypothesize that prejudice is explained 
by the interaction of perception of community composition by race and the region where 
they live.
H3:  The effect of perceived levels of racial/ethnic presence on anti-Black, anti-
Hispanic, and anti-Asian prejudice will vary by region.
We next posit that households with children exhibit higher levels of prejudice than 
households without children. This is based on the characterization that families participate 
in White flight, and as Jackson (2000) explains, communities located in White suburbs 
are geared toward households with children. In addition, Emerson et al. (2001) report that 
Whites with children are more likely to decline purchase of a home within a neighborhood 
at any level of Black population. Therefore, it follows that individuals with children would 
be more likely report prejudice and to flee neighborhoods that have a large minority 
population.
H4:  White respondents with children in White households will have higher 
levels of anti-Black, anti-Hispanic, and anti-Asian prejudice, compared 
to households without children.
Because White flight occurs toward the suburbs (e.g., Crowder, 2000), we next 
hypothesize that White respondents in suburban households exhibit greater prejudice than 
those in city or rural areas. Blacks have not relocated to the suburbs at the rate of Whites 
either due to racial factors or institutional discrimination (Logan, 2002). Since these 
neighborhoods tend toward more homogeneity, perhaps the White residents of suburbs 
exhibit higher levels of prejudice against minorities.
H5:  White respondents in suburban White households will have higher levels 
of anti-Black, anti-Hispanic, and anti-Asian prejudice, compared to 
households in urban areas.
Finally, because white flight is typically a middle-class phenomenon, prejudice should 
decrease as education and family income increases. While White neighborhoods tend to 
have higher education and family income levels than minority neighborhoods (Logan, 
2002), the more educated persons are, perhaps the less prejudiced they are as well.
H6:  As education and family income of White respondents in White 
households increase, anti-Black, anti-Hispanic, and anti-Asian prejudice 
will decrease.
In summary, this study tests the idea that education, household type, city size, region, 
and perception of community composition among White respondents in White households 
influence the degree to which Whites hold anti-Black, anti-Hispanic, and anti-Asian 
attitudes. 
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Dependent Variables
Dependent variables are based on the prejudice index developed by Jeffrey Dixon 
(2006). Rather than ask a strict yes or no question on prejudice, the index is based on 
scaled questions, which permits a deeper look into the issue of prejudice. A scale allows the 
respondent to provide an answer within a range of responses, so there may be less of a stigma 
associated, rather than just choosing a response that says “yes, I am prejudiced toward….” 
The first index item asks respondents to rate on a scale of 1 to 7 whether or not they think 
a certain group is committed to strong families, with 1 being a strong commitment and 
7 being no strong commitment. The next item asks whether they think a certain group 
is hard working (1) or lazy (7). The final item asks whether they think a certain group is 
unintelligent (1) or intelligent (7). The question on intelligence is reverse coded (negative 
to positive) following the other items used in the scale. 
The prejudice index is based on previous research indicating that Whites position 
their views of other groups in reference to how they view themselves (e.g., Blumer, 1958). 
Therefore, Dixon (2006) subtracted Whites’ placement of each minority group from the 
placement of their own group, then combined scores to create scales. Higher scores indicate 
the White respondent rated the other race more negatively than their own, indicating 
greater prejudice. A score of zero indicates that the White respondent rated the other race 
at the same level as his or her own, indicating no prejudice. Negative scores indicate that 
White respondents rated the other race more positively than their own, indicating they 
hold members of the other race or ethnic group in higher esteem than their own (see Figure 
1).
Figure 1
Independent Variables
We also employ a series of variables assessing the racial/ethnic make-up of respondents’ 
local communities. Respondents were asked, “Just your best guess - what percentage of the 
people who live in your community is each group?” Since we examine anti-Black, anti-
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Asian, and anti-Hispanic prejudice, we use variables that gauge minority presence within 
the respondent’s community. Respondents reported a percentage between 0-100, and we 
employ composition variables corresponding to the respective dependent variable (e.g., 
percent Black composition is used with anti-Black prejudice, etc.). Based on prior research 
(e.g., Allport, 1954; Carter et al., 2005; Crowder, 2000; Emerson et al., 2001; Jackson, 2000; 
Krysan, 2000; Logan, 2002), we operationalize the characteristics of White households as 
independent variables. We first include region, which coded as a series of dummy variables 
for various sections of the United States - West, Midwest, Northeast, and finally the South, 
which is used as a reference group. This schema is based on definitions provided by the U.S. 
Census Bureau (see http://www.census.gov/geo/www/us_regdiv.pdf ). 
Size of place is measured at the nominal level, and is dummy coded into categories 
for city, suburb, other city, and rural households, with suburb used as the reference group. 
Household type is measured at the ordinal level. We dummy coded variables for married 
with children households, not married with children households, and households without 
children, and use married with children households as the reference group. Accordingly, 
the reference group in each model consists of married Whites who live in Suburban 
households in the South with children. We employ family income and education measures 
to operationalize social class. Education is measured in years of education, and family 
income is measured at the ordinal level. Respondents were asked to group their total 
family income before taxes from the previous year. In the GSS, family income is grouped 
according to midpoints, making it an ordinal-level variable (see Ligon, 1988 for further 
discussion), but due to significant skewness and kurtosis, we logged the income variable 
to yield a more manageable distribution for analysis (see Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). We 
also include control variables consistent with other studies of racial attitudes, including age 
(in years) and sex (e.g., Dixon, 2006; Krysan, 2000). Preliminary analysis revealed several 
missing cases for family income, and we replaced these cases with the sample mean income 
of $38,331.93. Accordingly, we created a flag variable for the missing cases to use as a 
control in regression equations. 
Sensitivity Analysis
We analyze these data using cluster analysis, conducted in STATA, and linear 
regression, conducted in SPSS. Since households are nested within region, we also employ 
cluster analysis to detect differences in prejudice across region that might also explain 
differences across households. This is to ensure any significant differences at the household 
level do not actually reflect regional differences. This test detects bias in standard errors 
within the linear regression model, and allows the researcher to correct the standard errors 
if clustering does indeed exist (Long & Freese, 2003). The statistical models for the cluster 
analysis are as follows:
Scientia et Humanitas
12 Spring 2011
Anti-Minority Prejudicej = A + B1Northeastj + B2Midwestj + B3Westj + 
B4Community Compositionj + B5Household Not Married with Childrenj 
+ B6Household No Childrenj + B7Cityj + B8Ruralj + B9Other Urbanj 
+ B10Educationj + B11Family Incomej + B12Income Flagj + B13Agej + 
B14Femalej + uj
where  uj =  Σ ei*xi 
 jcluster 
Regression Analysis
Cluster analyses did not suggest significant standard error biases, and we thus proceeded 
with our regression models. We conduct models independently for each outcome variable, 
with regression equations shown below (anti-minority prejudice is substituted for each 
separate dependent variable):
Model 1:  Anti-Minority Prejudicej = A + B1Northeastj + B2Midwestj + 
B3Westj + B4Community Compositionj + B5Household Not 
Married with Childrenj + B6Household No Childrenj + B7Cityj + 
B8Ruralj + B9Other Urbanj + B10Educationj + B11Family Incomej 
+ uj
 
Model 2:  Anti-Minority Prejudicej = A + B1Northeastj + B2Midwestj + 
B3Westj + B4Community Compositionj + B5Household Not 
Married with Childrenj + B6Household No Childrenj + B7Cityj + 
B8Ruralj + B9Other Urbanj + B10Educationj + B11Family Incomej 
+ B12Income Flagj + B13Agej + B14Femalej + uj
Model 3:  Anti-Minority Prejudicej = A + B1Northeastj + B2Midwestj 
+ B3Westj + B4Community Compositionj + B5Community 
Composition*Northeastj + B6Community Composition*Midwestj 
+ B7Community Composition*Westj + B8Household Not 
Married with Childrenj + B9Household No Childrenj + B10Cityj + 
B11Ruralj + B12Other Urbanj + B13Educationj + B14Family Incomej 
+ B15Income Flagj + B16Agej + B17Femalej + uj
Model one tests all hypotheses by separately testing for the difference between means 
for anti-minority prejudice among the household characteristics of region, perception of 
community minority composition, household type, city size, and education. Again, we analyze 
each dependent variable independently of the others (anti-Black prejudice, anti-Hispanic 
prejudice, and anti-Asian prejudice) and community minority composition corresponds to 
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the prejudice being tested (e.g., perception of percent Blacks in the community with anti-
Black prejudice). Model two examines control variables, and estimates the effect of anti-
minority prejudice among the household characteristics of region, perception of community 
minority composition, household type, city size, and education while controlling for sex, 
age, and family income. This helps ascertain whether the effect of household characteristics 
and perception of community composition remain significant on anti-minority prejudice 
while simultaneously holding individual-level variables constant.
Finally, model three tests interaction effects. Preliminary analysis suggested a strong 
regional effect over the other independent variables, so we included regional interaction 
effects with the perception of community racial composition to look more closely at the 
relationship between the two variables tied to place in relation to contact theory. Model 
three estimates the impact of household characteristics and perception of community 
composition on anti-minority prejudice and introduces an interaction term to determine if 
the effect of perception of community minority composition on prejudice differs by region. 
This is important because the aspect of contact theory that this study explores is grounded 
in place, and the measure of location in this study is region. Contact theory posits that 
interaction with minorities decreases prejudice, and the region in which a White household 
is located may have an impact on the perception of community composition. 
RESULTS
Table 1 presents means and standard deviations for each variable in the analysis. Tables 2 
through 4 present regression results and are discussed below. We discuss results from the 
third and completed model, unless otherwise noted.
Scientia et Humanitas
14 Spring 2011
Table 1. Means and Standard Deviations of Prejudice Indices, Perception of Community Composition, 
and Household Characteristics (n = 798)
  Non-Hispanic and Non-Asian White Respondents
  Mean Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum
Anti-Black Prejudice 2.233 3.449 -6 18
Anti-Hispanic Prejudice 0.940 3.162 -8 13
Anti-Asian Prejudice -0.486 3.073 -10 16
Region  
  South 0.310 0.463 0 1
  Northeast 0.182 0.386 0 1
  Midwest 0.267 0.443 0 1
  West 0.242 0.428 0 1
Community Composition  
  Estimated Percent Black 14.280 15.553 0 99
  Estimated Percent Hispanic 13.850 16.791 0 97
  Estimated Percent Asian 6.760 9.708 0 85
Household Type  
  Married with Children 0.267 0.443 0 1
  Not Married with Children 0.098 0.297 0 1
  No Children 0.635 0.481 0 1
City Size  
  City 0.173 0.378 0 1
  Suburb 0.269 0.444  
  Rural 0.112 0.315 0 1
  Other Urban 0.446 0.497  
Family Income (Logged) 10.173 0.964 5.81 11.86
Education 13.750 2.646 3 20
Age 44.510 16.481 18 89
Female 0.524 0.500 0 1
Income Flag 0.073 0.259 0 1
Racial/Ethnic Prejudice in the U.S.
Middle Tennessee State University 15
Anti-Black Prejudice
Regression results indicate that region, the product of community composition 
and region, education, age and sex are significant. While controlling for individual-level 
characteristics, anti-Black prejudice in the households located in the Midwest (B = -0.145) 
is significantly lower when compared to anti-Black prejudice in households located in the 
South (p ≤ .05). Introducing the interaction terms gives a more detailedpicture of the effect 
of region on anti-Black prejudice. The percent Black composition/Northeast interaction 
term is significant at the .01 level (B = 0.162). The positive coefficient for the product 
term indicates that the difference in levels of prejudice between regions is greater when 
respondents report a higher perceived percentage of Blacks in their communities. This 
means that the effect of perceived percentage of Blacks living in the community area has a 
more pronounced effect on prejudice towards Blacks in the Northeast rather than the South. 
Thus, as respondents’ perceptions of the percentage of Blacks living in their community 
increases, levels of anti-black prejudice decrease, but the effect is only significant for the 
Northeast region.
Results also indicated that as the level of education increases for the White respondent, 
anti-Black prejudice decreased by 0.184 (p ≤ .001), controlling for the other household 
factors, perception of Black community composition, and individual characteristics. 
In addition, the individual-level control variables were significant. Age had a positive 
relationship with anti-Black prejudice. As age increases, anti-Black prejudice increases (B = 
0.226, p ≤ .001). Females have lower levels of anti-Black prejudice than Males (B = -0.107, 
p ≤ .01). 
Model 1, without controlling for household factors and individual characteristics, had 
an R2 of 0.053, meaning that 5.3% of the variance in anti-Black prejudice is explained by 
the variance in the household variables. In further models that included control variables 
and interaction terms, the R2 increased to 11.1% and then to 12.2% (see Table 2).
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Table 2. Standardized Coefficients from OLS Regression of Anti-Black Prejudice for
White Respondents in White Households (n = 789)
  Model 1   Model 2   Model 3  
Region  
  South --- --- ---  
  Northeast 0.000 -0.013 -0.119 *
  Midwest -0. 075 -0.078 * -0.145 **
  West -0.066 -0.057 -0.077  
Community Composition,  
Percent Black -0.010 0.043 -0.058  
Interaction Terms  
  Percent Black * South --- --- ---  
  Percent Black * Northeast --- --- 0.162 **
  Percent Black * Midwest --- --- 0.086  
  Percent Black * West --- --- -0.009  
Household Type  
  Married with Children --- --- ---  
  Not Married with Children -0.020 0.010 0.000  
  No Children 0.024 -0.039 -0.042  
City Size  
  Suburb --- --- ---  
  City -0.081 * -0.053 -0.048  
  Rural -0.028 -0.018 -0.014  
  Other Urban -0.112 ** -0.082 -0.067  
Education -0.191 *** -0.185 *** -0.184 ***
Family Income (logged) --- 0.040 0.046  
Income Flag --- 0.038 0.042  
Age --- 0.224 *** 0.226 ***
Female --- -0.112 ** -0.107 **
Constant 6.369 *** 3.027 3.138 *
R2 0.053   0.111   0.122  
*p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p < .001
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Anti-Hispanic Prejudice
The regression results in Table 3 indicate that region, education, and age are significant. 
While controlling for other individual-level factors, anti-Hispanic prejudice for White 
respondents in White households located in the Northeast (B = 0.085) is significantly 
higher when compared to anti-Hispanic prejudice in the South (p ≤ .05, Model 2). As for the 
West, there are significantly lower levels of anti-Hispanic prejudice for White respondents 
in White households than in the South even with the individual-level characteristics (p ≤ 
.05). Whites living in White households in the West are 0.100 lower on the anti-Hispanic 
prejudice scale, controlling for other factors. 
Education was statistically significant, even with the control variables. For every year 
increase in education, anti-Hispanic prejudice decreased by 0.166 (p ≤ .001). Age, one of 
the individual-level control variables, was also highly significant. As age increases, anti-
Hispanic prejudice increases (B = 0.228, p ≤ .001). Model 3 did not produce significant 
interaction effects for anti-Hispanic prejudice. For Model 1, without controlling for 
household factors and individual characteristics, had an R2 of 0.070, meaning that 7.0% of 
the variance in anti-Hispanic prejudice is explained by the household variables. With the 
inclusion of control variables in Model 2, the R2 increased to 11.8% (see Table 3).
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Table 3. Standardized Coefficients from OLS Regression of Anti-Hispanic Prejudice for White 
Respondents in White Households (n = 774)
  Model 1   Model 2   Model 3
Region  
  South --- ---   ---
  Northeast 0.096 * 0.085 * 0.082
  Midwest -0.040 -0.050   -0.058
  West -0.087 * -0.100 * -0.040
Community Composition,  
Percent Hispanic -0.019 0.004   0.035
Interaction Terms  
  Percent Hispanic * South --- ---   ---
  Percent Hispanic * Northeast --- ---   0.009
  Percent Hispanic * Midwest --- ---   0.023
  Percent Hispanic * West --- ---   -0.093
Household Type  
  Married with Children --- ---   ---
  Not Married with Children -0.017 -0.002   0.001
  No Children 0.041 -0.022   -0.025
City Size  
  Suburb --- ---   ---
  City -0.077 -0.055   -0.057
  Rural 0.008 -0.001   -0.001
  Other Urban -0.100 * -0.082   -0.076
Education -0.175 *** -0.162 *** -0.166 ***
Family Income (logged) --- 0.004   0.006
Income Flag --- 0.033   0.034
Age --- 0.228 *** 0.230 ***
Female --- -0.029   -0.033
Constant 4.173 *** 2.114   2.013
R2 0.070   0.118   0.122
*p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p < .001        
Anti-Asian Prejudice
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The regression results in Table 4 indicate that region, size of place, education, and age 
are significant. While controlling for other individual-level factors, anti-Asian prejudice for 
White respondents in White households located in the West (B = -0.112) is significantly 
lower when compared to anti-Asian prejudice in the South (p ≤ .01). In other words, for 
each White respondent located in a White household in the West as opposed to the South, 
anti-Asian prejudice decreased by 0.112, controlling for other factors. In addition, White 
respondents living in White households located in rural areas had significantly higher levels 
of anti-Asian prejudice compared to those located in suburban areas of the largest SMSA’s, 
net of individual-level control variables (B = 0.099, p ≤ .05). 
Education was also found to be significant. For every year increase in education, anti-
Asian prejudice decreased by 0.195 (p ≤ .001). In addition, one of the individual level control 
variables was also significant. Age had a positive relationship with anti-Asian prejudice. As 
age increases, anti-Asian prejudice increases (B = 0.087, p ≤ .05).
Again, Model 3 did not produce significant interaction effects for anti-Asian prejudice. 
For Model 1, without controlling for household factors and individual characteristics, had 
an R2 of 0.095, meaning that 9.5% of the variance in anti-Asian prejudice is explained 
by the variance in the household variables. In the second model, which included control 
variables, the R2 increased to 10.4% (see Table 4).
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Table 4. Standardized Coefficients from OLS Regression of Anti-Asian Prejudice 
for White Households (n = 770)
  Model 1   Model 2   Model 3
Region  
  South --- ---   ---
  Northeast 0.071 0.067 0.088
  Midwest -0.037 -0.044   -0.062
  West -0.120 ** -0.126 ** -0.112 *
Community Composition,  
Percent Asian -0.026 0.034   0.055
Interaction Terms  
  Percent Asian * South --- ---   ---
  Percent Asian * Northeast --- ---   -0.044
  Percent Asian * Midwest --- ---   0.035
  Percent Asian * West --- ---   -0.031
Household Type  
  Married with Children --- ---   ---
  Not Married with Children 0.025 0.020   0.023
  No Children 0.037 0.000   0.000
City Size  
  Suburb --- ---   ---
  City -0.037 -0.038   -0.040
  Rural 0.101 0.096  * 0.099 *
  Other Urban 0.052 * 0.048   0.047
Education -0.214 *** -0.192 *** -0.195 ***
Family Income (logged) --- -0.054   -0.048
Income Flag --- 0.029   0.028
Age --- 0.087 * 0.091 *
Female --- -0.031   -0.033
Constant 2.647 *** 3.598 **  3.407 *
R2 0.095   0.104   0.107
*p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p < .001        
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DISCUSSION
Previous research has not directly examined the link between household characteristics, 
contact theory, and levels of anti-minority prejudice for Whites. We do know that 
residential segregation exists and that this could be a result of preference, institutional 
access, or perhaps prejudiced views toward minorities. Segregation allows Whites to isolate 
themselves from minority groups. Is this isolation associated with racial/ethnic prejudice? 
In addition, as minority populations continue to grow, it follows that it will become more 
difficult to limit contact. This study used data from the 2000 General Social Survey to 
ascertain any relationship between residential segregation as measured by certain household 
characteristics of whites, contact with minorities, and racial prejudice. 
Based on the analysis, the hypothesis that anti-minority prejudice would be greater 
among households located in the South was supported, except in one scenario. There were 
significant mean differences, and the mean of anti-Black prejudice for White respondents 
in White households was lower in the Midwest when compared to the South. This follows 
previous research on residential segregation, which found that White flight occurs more 
predominately in the South (Crowder, 2000). In addition, the mean of anti-Hispanic 
and anti-Asian prejudice in White households was significantly lower in the West when 
compared to the South. This finding is also consistent with previous research that found 
higher racist attitudes among Southerners (Carter et al., 2005). For this study, it means that 
there is some relationship that exists between the regional distribution of White households 
and racial/ethnic prejudice. 
There was a significant interaction effect with perception of Black community 
composition in the Northeast when compared to the South. An increase in perception 
of Black community composition for White respondents located in the Northeast was 
associated with a decrease in anti-Black prejudice, when compared to households located 
in the South. This indicates that contact with Blacks matters more in the prediction of 
lower prejudiced views among Whites in the Northeast than in the South. Allport (1954) 
specifies the aforementioned conditions that must exist for contact to truly reduce prejudice 
such as individuals of different race or ethnic groups having equal status or working together 
toward common goals. These conditions may be more prevalent in the North. Since White 
Flight occurs more predominately in the South (Crowder, 2000), it may be the case that 
Whites are more isolated in this compared to other U.S. region. An increase in perception 
of Black community composition may not make a significant enough impact in already 
isolated areas to affect prejudiced attitudes. Or, the conditions that must exist for contact 
to reduce prejudice may never occur because Whites may flee with an initial increase of 
Black residents. 
The one case that did not follow the first hypothesis was for anti-Hispanic prejudice 
in White households in the Northeast, which was significantly higher compared to the 
South. This could be due to a number of factors. As Weaver (2007) points out, Hispanics 
tend to be grouped geographically by origin. In this particular relationship, Puerto Ricans 
are likely to live in the Northeast while Mexicans are likely to live in the South (Weaver, 
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2007:269). Another factor could be contact theory. While there was no significant 
interaction effect with perception of Hispanic community composition by region, and that 
variable represented contact, we cannot ignore the difference in Hispanic population by 
these two regions. From 2000 to 2006, the Hispanic population in the Northeast increased 
by 15.1%. In comparison, the Hispanic population in the South increased by 31.2% (U.S. 
Census Bureau, 2006). With such high Hispanic population growth in the South, it may be 
the case that more contact with this population has allowed prejudiced attitudes to decline. 
The hypothesis that White households in the Suburbs would have higher levels of anti-
minority prejudice was not supported. White respondents in White households in rural 
areas had significantly higher levels of anti-Asian prejudice than households in suburban 
areas. This could be a result of less contact with Asians in rural areas. Although this is an 
assumption, this finding does show that contact operates in a specific way. 
Education levels had a significant effect on anti-minority prejudice. Across anti-Black, 
anti-Hispanic, and anti-Asian prejudice, an increase in years of education attained was 
associated with a highly significant decrease in prejudice. This follows previous research 
into racial prejudice (Logan, 2002), and is also a key component in the spatial assimilation 
model. Residential segregation should dissipate, this model claims, as levels of education 
increase across all races (Charles, 2003). This finding is a positive step towards reducing 
racial/ethnic prejudice. However, residential segregation still exists and minorities do not 
have the same access to resources as Whites. As for our contact hypothesis, there were 
no significant findings to suggest that higher levels of perception of minority community 
composition had an effect on racial/ethnic prejudice. This is aside from the interaction 
term previously discussed. However, as the other significant variables show, contact may 
have some indirect effects on the racial make-up of the region and city size that these 
households are located. Indeed, numerous studies have indeed shown the importance of 
contact (Pettigrew, 2008; Weaver, 2007). 
CONCLUSION
Despite the important findings of this research, more research into the causes and 
mechanisms of residential segregation is still needed. Region, education, and age had 
effects across all minority prejudice. As indicators of residential segregation, household 
type and suburban location were not significant predictors of racial/ethnic prejudice in the 
current study.  However, we know that this is where White flight is continuing to occur. 
Research on residential segregation focuses on the city/suburb dichotomy, as Whites “flew” 
from cities into suburbs. More research should delve into the prejudiced views of rural 
residents, as they are also isolated. Further research must disentangle these factors, and 
incorporate questions on implementation of racially prejudiced policies as well as principle, 
or feelings of prejudice (Dixon, 2006). While implementation questions can establish a 
possible underlying prejudice against minority groups, this research can still be looked at 
as a step in exploring the relation of household characteristics and community perception 
to prejudiced attitudes of Whites. Furthermore, the contact variable used does not satisfy 
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all the requirements of the contact theory. Ideally the contact variables would represent 
Allport’s conditions of contact that reduces prejudice (1954). In addition, to completely 
link racial prejudice to household characteristics and community perception, research 
would need to consider locational data of respondents. The racial make-up of the areas 
where respondents live would provide an alternative measure and more nuanced test of 
contact theory. 
This study emphasizes the importance of region, education, and age on levels of racial/
ethnic prejudice. Higher levels of education were associated with lower levels of prejudice, 
while increase in age was associated with higher levels of prejudice. This can be a tool to 
further reduce prejudice. Also, while many studies focus on the prejudiced and racist attitudes 
of the South, this research shows a more complicated picture. There were differences among 
households in the Midwest and the South on anti-Black prejudice, and among the West 
and the South on anti-Hispanic and anti-Asian prejudice. However, households in the 
Northeast had higher levels of anti-Hispanic prejudice than households in the South. This 
finding alone is important as research on the Hispanic population evolves as the population 
rapidly expands. Further research should look into Hispanic differences by origin, and if 
there are any trends of White prejudice toward different groups. With such high Hispanic 
population growth in the South, perhaps more contact with this population has allowed 
prejudiced attitudes to decline. This claim needs to be investigated further, but appears to 
be supported by this analysis. 
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